Does information about rampant political corruption increase electoral participation and the support for challenger parties? Democratic theory assumes that offering more information to voters will enhance electoral accountability. However, if there is consistent evidence suggesting that voters punish corrupt incumbents, it is unclear whether this translates into increased support for challengers and higher political participation. We provide experimental evidence that information about copious corruption not only decreases incumbent support in local elections in Mexico, but also decreases voter turnout, challengers' votes, and erodes voters' identification with the party of the corrupt incumbent. Our results suggest that while flows of information are necessary, they may be insufficient to improve political accountability, since voters may respond to information by withdrawing from the political process. We conclude with a discussion of the institutional contexts that could allow increased access to information to promote government accountability. Abstract Does information about rampant political corruption increase electoral participation and the support for challenger parties? Democratic theory assumes that offering more information to voters will enhance electoral accountability. However, if there is consistent evidence suggesting that voters punish corrupt incumbents, it is unclear whether this translates into increased support for challengers and higher political participation. We provide experimental evidence that information about copious corruption not only decreases incumbent support in local elections in Mexico, but also decreases voter turnout, challengers' votes, and erodes voters' identification with the party of the corrupt incumbent. Our results suggest that while flows of information are necessary, they may be insufficient to improve political accountability, since voters may respond to information by withdrawing from the political process. We conclude with a discussion of the institutional contexts that could allow increased access to information to promote government accountability.
Democratic theory assumes that offering more information to voters will enhance their ability to retain in office incumbents who perform well, and oust from office incumbents who do not (Manin, Przeworski, and Stokes 1999). However, if there is consistent evidence suggesting that voters punish corrupt incumbents (Peter and Welch 1980, Chang and Golden 2004, Ferraz and Finan 2008) , it is unclear whether this translates into increased support for challengers and higher political participation. 2 In other words, information about corruption may not improve political accountability, if voters respond to it by withdrawing from the political process. We therefore need to further investigate the effect of information beyond the political fate of the corrupt incumbents.
Theoretically, information about corruption could mobilize voters, who would otherwise abstain, to vote the corrupt incumbent out of power. Less informed voters may also abstain in order to delegate their vote to more informed voters (Feddersen and Pesendorfer 1996) . On the other hand, information about corruption can lead to abstentions if voters become disenchanted with their government, and with the political system in general. 3 If the exposure of rampant corruption leads voters to believe that voting will not benefit them (either because they lose trust in governments, or in their ability to respond to their constituents' needs), then they will not bother to vote since the costs of casting a ballot would be bigger than the benefits (Aldrich 1993 ).
Abstention can also be appealing to voters who disapprove of corrupt incumbents but would prefer to abstain from voting for a party other than their own for ideological reasons. 4 If exposure to information about corruption influences voter turnout, 2 Previous work on political corruption has focused mainly on the electoral returns of corrupt incumbents. The empirical record shows that exposure of corruption is associated with incumbent vote loss. However, even when their wrongdoing is exposed and they lose votes, corrupt incumbents often times retain their office (Peters and Welch 1980, Chang and Golden 2004) . where some form of irregularity was identified such as over-invoicing, fake receipts, diverting resources, fraud, etc.). In another group, the flyer included information on the total amount of resources available to mayors to invest in public services and the percentage actually spent by the end of the prior year. In a third group, the flyer included information about the percentage of total resources that mayors spent in poor areas. The control group received no information. The information provided in the flyers was taken from the audit reports produced by the Federal Auditor's Office in Mexico.
Using electoral data at the precinct level, as well as a post-intervention survey, we voters' partisan identification, and that it is incorrect to assume that voters weigh corruption more heavily than other factors. If partisan attachment is strong, voters may discount corruption and vote for the party of the corrupt incumbent anyway (Peters and Welch 1980) . Extending this logic, voters with strong partisan attachments may find it too costly to cast a ballot against the party they feel attached to, and thus when confronted with this dilemma they may prefer to abstain.
explore the electoral effects of information about corruption. This empirical strategy allows us to circumvent problems of measurement error, self-reported bias, and reverse causality that have bedeviled previous attempts to uncover the effect of information about corruption on electoral outcomes.
The next section reviews in more detail previous research on political corruption and electoral outcomes, and discusses the methodological challenges to uncovering the effect of information. We then introduce the context of our field experiment, and describe our interventions. The following section presents our results. In this section, we first present the effects of exposing corruption on voter behavior. We then assess whether exposing corruption demobilizes voters that identify with the party of the corrupt incumbent through the estimation of the effect of information about corruption on party identification, with the expectation that if it is partisans who abstain from voting, partisan attachments will remain intact even after learning about corruption. Our results show that the effect of exposing rampant corruption is more consistent with voter disenchantment than with an argument of partisan identification trumping electoral retribution. A final section concludes with a brief discussion of our results, and future research avenues.
Information about corruption and voters behavior
Voters need information in order to discern representative from unrepresentative gov- The questions that remain relate to how exposure of information about corruption influences electoral turnout, and challengers' support. Our understanding of this is limited because much of the previous research assumes that that all voters cast a ballot, and that incumbent losses are challenger's wins. Empirically, the few studies that focus on the effect of exposure of corruption on turnout find mixed evidence. Peter and Welch (1980) find no effect of corruption scandals on turnout in the U.S. Kostadinova (2009) finds that among post-communist countries perceptions of widespread corruption mobilize some voters, but discourage others from voting.
Overall, however, she finds that the mobilizing effect is slightly larger than the demobilizing effect. Caillier (2010) finds that in the state of Louisiana citizens were less likely to vote when they perceived corruption as increasing. Domínguez and McCann (1998) show that perceptions of (electoral) corruption decrease turnout in Mexico.
This pattern seems to hold more generally in Latin America (Davis et al. 2004 , and The evidence on the exposure of corrupt incumbents on challengers' support is even more scant than the evidence related to voter turnout. The few studies on this find that while perceived corruption is not a significant predictor of voting for an opposition party, nonvoting hurts opposition parties more than the incumbent. And an incumbent's non-partisans may invest more time in finding information about corruption than partisans.
This article diverges from previous work that uses self-reported corruption experiences and self-reported electoral behavior. Closer to our work is Ferraz and Finan (2008) who compare the electoral returns of incumbents randomly selected to be audited before the election to the returns of incumbents audited after elections in Brazil.
This empirical strategy differs from ours in that their exogenous variation in information is at the municipal level. Our variation is at the level of the voting precinct, so we can rule out the possibility that municipal level unobserved factors relate to the audit report and electoral returns. In addition, although their evidence is consistent with an argument about the effects of information on electoral returns, they have no direct evidence that voters were, in fact, informed by the audit reports.
2 Mayors, local expenditures, and federal audits in Mexico
Despite optimistic views about fiscal decentralization in Mexico, local government's performance has remained poor. In 2008, for example, more than eighty percent of local government's resources were either spent on the bureaucracy or were unaccounted for. 5 Although elections should enable voters to discipline their representatives, the 5 The bad performance of local governments is by no means a purely Mexican phenomenon. While local governments are supposed to be better informed about local needs and are more likely to maximize productive efficiency due to electoral constraints, it is well documented that around the world local governments are often subject to elite capture, can engender unnecessary expenditure, and may fail to attract the active participation of the poor ( 6 Our survey shows that a large number of survey respondents are confused about which level of government is responsible for the provision of basic public services. Less than half of respondents identified correctly that mayors are responsible for the sewage systems, the provision of clean water and public lighting. Most respondents think that mayors have insufficient resources to provide basic social services, and, perhaps as expected, perceptions of corruption are very high. On a yearly basis, the ASF selects three to six municipalities in each state to be audited according to fixed criteria. In the selected municipalities, the ASF examines public accounts in search of accounting irregularities, deviations from guidelines outlined by the budget and program objectives, and misuse of resources. The auditors inspect public works and physical investment to verify that expenditures are in accordance with the budget, specifications and costs stipulated in contracts.
The audit reports include information about the amount of money the municipality received through each federal transfer scheme; its capacity to administer the fund; the kind, quality and number of projects; the money spent by the end of the fiscal year and by the time of the audit; the extent to which the goals and objectives of the fund were met; and any evidence of false accounting and resource diversion that was found. All audit reports are presented simultaneously to the Lower House of Congress and then are made publicly available on the ASF's website.
Although ASF reports contain reliable information about local government's performance and most of their content is newsworthy, local media do not pick up this information as often as one would expect, and national media typically only covers instances of misappropriation of public resources by federal agencies. By the time local elections occur (approximately three months after the release of the reports for the elections in this study), the ASF's massive and detailed reports were no longer on journalists' radar. Thus, corruption at the local level is not exposed even if the information is available and free.
Experimental Design and Implementation
The field experiment took place in twelve municipalities that held elections for munic- In the selection of our experimental sites, we took into account a couple of factors.
First, we worked in municipalities where given the pre-election polls we had reason to believe that while our interventions could have an effect at the polling precinct level, there was little chance that our study would revert the pre-election tendencies at the municipality level. Second, we chose these municipalities to generate regional diversity, and thus to expand the generalizability of our results.
Interventions
The field experiment was motivated by the notion that voters, especially poor voters, have little information about resources that are assigned to their municipalities for service provision and public works. To test the effect of information on electoral behavior, we collected data on mayors' use of the Fund for Social Infrastructure (FISM) from the audit reports corresponding to the 2007 auditing process, which was the most recent year available and corresponded to the term of the municipal government in office up to the 2009 elections. Our survey reveals that very few respondents are familiar with this transfer scheme.
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In collaboration with Innovations for Poverty Action, a nonprofit organization, we coordinated the distribution of the flyers through two local firms with expertise in such flyer distribution campaigns. 8 All flyers prompted people to think about the level of governments that was in charge of the provision of public infrastructure services.
For one intervention group, the flyer included information about the percent of the transfer scheme that was found to have irregularities in the accounting process, such as fake or missing receipts, over-invoicing, incomplete public works and diversion of resources. The percentage of the transfer spent in a corrupt manner is included in the reports, so we did not impose any judgement in the measurement of corruption.
To distinguish the effect of information about corruption from the effect of leafleting, we had two additional treatment groups. In one, the flyer had information about the total amount of money granted to the municipality through the transfer scheme, and the amount of funding spent by the end of the fiscal year. In another group, the flyer included information about the percent of the transfer directed to improving services for the poor. All flyers included a subtle advocacy message suggesting that voters raise questions with their mayors about the use of the transfer.
To maximize the possibility that voters read, believed and retained the information, and actually used it when deciding whether to vote and for which party to cast a ballot, we designed the flyer in consultation with a locally-based graphic designer.
To establish credibility and political independence, flyers included a reference to the source of the information and a legend explaining that the informational campaign was non-partisan. The flyer designs also incorporated feedback gathered from two focus groups. An example of the flyers is included in the appendix.
The distribution of the flyers took place approximately one week before local elections. 9 Flyers were distributed to all households within the boundaries of a voting precinct. In order to ensure that the flyers were being distributed according to protocol, we closely supervised their distribution.
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Regarding the randomization process, each state was allocated 50 precincts per treatment and randomization was blocked by municipality. 
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In total, 150 electoral precincts were randomly assigned to each of the three interventions, for a total of 450 treated precincts and 1910 precincts in the control group. Minor problems in the field kept a small fraction of precincts from receiving full. 13 Because voting precincts randomly assigned to different treatments have comparable potential outcomes, throughout the paper we present analysis based on the assignment to treatment (intent-to-treat estimates).
We collected three types of data for this article. Electoral results at the precinct level come from the electoral institutes from the different states. We also got from these institutes maps, and geo-referenced electoral precincts, which we used to determine the distribution of the flyers. Demographic baseline characteristics come from census data. However, this information is not reported at the precinct level. We computed baseline demographics for precincts by first matching precincts to their villages (or blocks in urban areas) using GIS. Then, we aggregated the demographic characteristics by calculating the averages from the villages (or blocks) inside the precinct. Finally, we conducted a survey approximately two weeks after the interventions (ten days after the elections). Since the survey intended to measure the effects of disseminating the information before election time, respondents were not exposed to the information again at the time of the survey. -FIGURE 1 HERE - Table 1 The last column in Table 1 shows an alternative orthogonality test. Here we present the p-values of F-tests of the joint significance of the three treatment dummies on each of the baseline characteristics. This test corroborates that there are no significant differences across treatment and control groups in demographics or electoral behavior. The only exception is baseline turnout (which is slightly higher among the control group). Thus, in the analysis that follows we present the results with controls for baseline characteristics. However, all results are robust to the exclusion of baseline characteristic as shown by the results presented in the appendix. Table A1 in the appendix describes the demographic characteristics of the 750 survey respondents. The randomization of the interventions took place at the precinct level; thus, in order to determine that respondents of the survey in the different experimental groups are comparable to each other, we present the means and standard deviations by treatment status, and we report additional orthogonality tests. 15 
The effects of information on electoral behavior
We begin the presentation of our results with a comparison between the mean outcomes in the treatment group which received information about corruption and the mean outcomes in the control group. Previous work has consistently find that the effect of exposing corruption on incumbents depends on the severity of the malfeasance.
For example, Chang and Golden (2004) find that minor crimes had different effect compared to major crimes on legislators reelection rates. Ferraz and Finan (2008) find that the effect of the audit is increasing in the number of violations in the audit report. To take this into account, we split our sample into quartiles of corruption exposed. Then, we compute the mean turnout, mean incumbent and mean challengers' vote shares by treatment and control for each quartile.
We compute turnout as the total number of votes cast in the polling precinct 15 The last row of Table A1 presents the p-values of three F-tests from separate regressions where the dependent variables are dummies indicating whether the precinct belong to each of the treatment groups. The independent variables are all baseline characteristics and municipality fixed effects. Based on this orthogonality test, the baseline characteristics do not explain assignment to treatment. The last column shows an alternative orthogonality test. Here we present the p-values of F-tests of the joint significance of the three treatment dummies on each of the baseline characteristics. This test confirms that for 13 out of 19 demographic variables there are no significant differences across experimental groups. For the remaining six demographic variables, including age, education, and occupation, Table A1 shows an imbalance significant at the 10 percent level. To correct for these imbalances in the analysis in the main text we present the results with controls. However, all results are robust to the exclusion of demographic variables as shown by the results presented in the appendix.
divided by the number of people registered to vote. Similarly, we define incumbent vote share as the votes cast for the incumbent party divided by the number of people registered to vote, and the challengers vote share as the number of votes cast for any challenger party divided by the number of people registered to vote. The three dependent variables are multiplied by 100. We compute all outcomes with respect to number of people registered to vote because voter registration happened before the experiment, and was in no way affected by it. Therefore, the computation of the three outcomes with the same denominator allows us to focus on experimentally-induced changes in the numerators. votes are also negative. The differences are close to zero in the first quartile, and, like for turnout and incumbent vote share, in the third. Overall, figure 2 shows that exposing corruption, if anything, decreases turnout. It also shows that the information decreases both incumbent and challengers' support, especially when corruption is rampant. We discuss the statistical significance of the effects, and their magnitude in the next section.
-FIGURE 2 HERE -
Econometric Specification
Before imposing any functional form on the data, we estimate three separate regressions following the specification:
where y is the outcome variable; T 1 refers to the group that received information about the overall percent of FISM spent, T 2 refers to the group that received information about the percent of FISM allocated to the poor, and T 3 refers to the group that received information about the percent of FISM spent in a corrupt manner. M j are municipality fixed effects that take into account that randomization was block by municipality. This specification estimates the overall effect of disseminating information regardless of how copious corruption was in the municipality. Table 2 reports the coefficients and robust standard errors (clustered by municipality) from the specifications. In column 1, the dependent variable is turnout; in column 2, the outcome is incumbent vote share; and in column 3, the dependent variable is challengers vote share. Rows 1 and 2 show that disseminating information about overall expenditure and allocations to poor areas had no statistically significant effect on electoral outcomes. However, Row 3 shows that the treatment group that received information about corruption turn out at a lower rate than the control group. The decrease of 1.10 percentage points is statistically significant at the one percent level. Given that turnout in the control group was 51%, the overall decrease in turnout was two percent. The effect of information about corruption on the incumbent vote share was negative and statistically insignificant, but the effect on the challengers' vote share was negative and statistically significant at the five percent level. These results reveal that information about corruption has a unique effect on electoral outcomes. Whereas information about overall spending and distributive allocations has no discernable effect, information about corruption depresses turnout, and the challengers' support.
Next, we specify three regressions that allow for the effect of treatments on electoral outcomes to vary depending on the information included in the flyer. To do this, we included an interaction between the treatment dummy that indicates that the precincts received information about corruption (T 3), and a dummy variable that indicates that mayors spent more than 75% of FISM with corruption. For complete-ness, we also included an interaction between T 1 and a dummy variable indicating that mayors spent more than 75% of FISM, and an interaction between T 2 and a dummy variable indicating that mayors allocated more than 75% of FISM to poor areas. All specifications include municipality fixed effects, because randomization was blocked by municipality. The inclusion of municipality fixed effects means that we need to exclude from our specifications the main effect of the dummy variables capturing the information from the flyers because it is given at the municipality level.
Finally, we also included in the specifications baseline characteristics to account for the minor imbalance in baseline turnout, and to increase the precision of our estimates.
16 Table 3 reports the coefficient estimates and robust standard errors clustered by municipality from these specifications. Table 3 In the appendix, we report two alternative functional forms that we estimated.
Rows 1 and 2 in
In one we include an interaction between the treatment dummy and the corruption exposed in the audit reports linearly. This interaction has a negative effect on turnout, and the challengers' vote share, but the effect is not statistically significant.
In another specification, we include the interaction between the treatment dummy and the corruption information entered in quartiles. This specification also shows that when rampant corruption is exposed, turnout, incumbent and challengers' vote shares decrease in a statistically significant way.
Why did information about rampant corruption depressed turnout, and challengers' votes? As explained in more detail before, one possibility is that voters disengage from politics when they learn about corruption. Another possibility is that voters who identify with the party of the corrupt incumbent prefer to abstain than to vote for a party other than their own. The results so far show that abstentions from partisans of the incumbent party cannot explain by themselves the effects because challengers' votes also decrease when corruption is exposed. To further test whether partisanship prevents voters from punishing the corrupt incumbent, we estimate the effect of exposing rampant corruption on party identification. If partisanship is a central part of the mechanism leading voters not to turn out, then the information should not have an effect on partisan identification. We measure party identification with our post-intervention survey. Table 4 present these results.
Row 6 shows that voters who learn about rampant corruption are 40 percent less likely to identify with the party of the corrupt incumbent compared to voters in the control group (significant at the one percent level). Information about excessive corruption has no effect on the probability that respondents on the treatment group identify with a challenger party, but it increases the probability that respondents on the treatment group do not identify with a party by 30 percent (significant at the one percent level). We conclude from these results that the effect of exposing rampant corruption is primordially working through an effect of voter's disengagement, rather than the party identification argument.
Conclusion
The main contribution of this article it to provide experimental evidence that information about political corruption influences voters' electoral decisions beyond their evaluations of the incumbent. We show that exposing rampant corruption leads to incumbents' vote loses, but it also leads to a decrease in electoral turnout, and a decrease in challengers' votes. Furthermore, exposure of corruption weakens partisan identification with the corrupt incumbent's party, and increases share of voters who do not identify with a political party. Thus, under some circumstances, information about corruption disengages voters from the political process.
Our results speak directly to one of the most pervasive themes in democratic (1)to (3) report the same summary statistics by the three experimental groups: T1 refers to information about the percent of FISM spent, T2 to information about the percent of FISM allocated to the poor, and T3 to information about the percent of FISM spent with corruption. The last column present the p-values of a F-test from a regression of each baseline characteristic on T1, T2 and T3, with fixed effects for municipality. The last row shows the p-values of a F-test from regressions of each treatment on all baseline covariates and municipality fixed effects. (1) the total number of votes divided by the number of people registered to vote (times 100), in column (2) the votes for the incumbent party divided by the number of people registered to vote (times 100), and in column (3) the votes for any challenger divided by the number of people registered to vote (times 100). The independent variables are three dummy variables indicating which experimental group the polling precinct belongs to. T1 refers to the group that received information about the percent of FISM spent, T2 to the group that received information about the percent of FISM allocated to the poor, and T3 to the group that received information about the percent of FISM spent with corruption. All specifications include fixed effects for municipality. Robust standard errors, clustered by municipality, in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 (2) the votes for the incumbent party divided by the number of people registered to vote (times 100), and in column (3) the votes for any challenger divided by the number of people registered to vote (times 100). The independent variables are three dummy variables indicating which experimental group the polling precinct belongs to. T1 refers to the group that received information about the percent of FISM spent, T2 to the group that received information about the percent of FISM allocated to the poor, and T3 to the group that received information about the percent of FISM spent with corruption. All specifications include the interaction of the three treatments with the information contained in the flyers. T1 is interacted with a dummy variable indicating that mayors spent more than 75 % of FISM, T2 is interacted with a dummy variable indicating mayors that spent more than 75% of FISM on poor areas, and T3 is interacted with a dummy indicating that mayors spent more than 75% of FISM with corruption. All specifications include fixed effects for municipality, and baseline poverty index, turnout in 2003, incumbent and challengers' 2003 vote shares. Because we include municipality fixed effects, all specifications exclude the main effect of inf ormation. Robust standard errors, clustered by municipality, in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
